In this paper, using LSDV approach to testing the effects of accession to GATT/WTO in a panel of developed and developing countries, we find that accession, on average has positive effects on the GDP and export of developed countries and has negative impact on GDP of many developing countries with the negative effects on export for a number of them. Especially in Africa this negative effects is remarkable and this results, while shed some light on the conflicts in the literature on links between trade policy and growth, point to the challenges confront many countries in the process of globalization. It is shown that for 31 out of 46 developing countries in the sample the effects of membership on GDP are negative while only for 15 out of 46 the impact on export is negative.
The process of globalization started from intensified trade flows in seventeen and eighteen centuries and became the dominant pattern of economic growth for today's developed countries in nineteen century. This process came to a tentative halt in the first half of twenty century, especially after WWI and great depression. From the WWII onward, after a period of rapid growth in 1960s, a decade came when the growth process went slow in 1970s, and 1980 was the decade of lost growth. But, after a brief review of economic history in the 1980s and 1990s it is become clear that the process of Technology Transfer (TT), Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and Economic Liberalization (EL) led to rapid growth in emerging markets in the East Asia, Some part of Latin America (although with some crisis scenario), Turkey, in Eastern European countries, some CIS countries, and especially in people's Republic of China after sweeping reforms in Socialistic system. It is clear from this brief historical and current review that in a great deal of countries, the process of growth and development was not, and is not, smooth. The main hypothesis of this paper is that the process of globalization, marked with TT, FDI and EL and Trade Liberalization (TL), had not the same effects on all countries, and to some degree, even the emerging market economies. This asymmetric effect is the main challenge of globalization which is deserved to be studied deeply.
In this paper we take an especial theme of globalization, i.e. trade liberalization in the form of World Trade Organization (WTO) membership. We hypothesize that accession to GATT/ WTO has asymmetric effects on the export and GDP of developed and developing countries. For the purposes of demonstrating this issue, we construct a large panel of 136 countries, Developed and Developing, and measuring the effects of accession to GATT/WTO on export and GDP level by using dummy variables and estimating the pooled model of export and GDP by Least Square Dummy variables (LSDV).
Results show that accession to GATT/WTO has, in general, Positive effects on export and GDP of Developed countries, while has negative effects on these variables for a large number of Developing countries. The contribution of paper is that while testing the cross effects of export and GDP on each other and confirming the positive effects of these two variables on each other, and thereby affirming the positive side of globalization on growth, assert that the effect of globalization on the GDP and export levels of countries is asymmetric, which pose serious problems for the process of trade liberalization in the form of GATT/WTO accession, both in the past and at the present time.
After a brief review of literature in section 2, we present the econometric models in section 3. In section four the results is presented and section five devoted to conclusion.
2-Literature review
First of all, it is interesting to review the recent literature on trade liberalization and growth, which is the clue to the study of the effects of GATT and WTO on export and GDP. There is a very huge literature concerning the relationship between export and GDP, Which is, in nature, and to a great deal, empirical. Krueger (1978) is pioneer on this subject, which takes a measure of trade Liberalization and studies its effects on export and GDP. Since then, came huge empirical papers concerning the issue, some confirming positive relationship and others negate such a relation. Since these works was empirical, there came no consensus on the relationship and literature continues even to this date, a glance at which we have here.
Sebastian Edwards (1993) believe that there is not a theory which relates trade policy to March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 559 www.hrmars.com growth, and in the neoclassical framework it can be only seen the effects of policies on the output level, not on the growth rate. Sachs and Warner (1995) provide an index of trade openness and Using Summers and Heston's data, Show the Positive relationship between open trade policy and economic growth for 1970-89 in 117 countries. Forslid (1998, 2000) argues that many of the Links between trade and growth is not formally presented theoretically and while in their first paper, they show that policy changes, such as trade liberalization, can have positive effects on firms profit and investment and innovation, in the second paper analyze the effects of endogenous growth theory, and provide two links between trade and growth: economies of scale and imperfect competition, in R&D and financial intermediaries. They show that trade liberalization can enhance growth via the promotion effects of R&D and financial intermediaries on growth.
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For China, Qiao Yu (1998) Shows that investment in fixed capital, and merchandize exports, are two important determinants of china's economic growth and while finds a one way causal relation between export and industrial output, there is not such a relationship between "imports" and output. In other words, China's export promotion strategy promote economic growth, open "import" policy did not help economic performance.
These results are very important because have some implications for our hypothesis. Developing countries need access to Developed countries markets to grow via export, and while is in need of an open import policy for inputs used in the manufacturing of export products (Ianchovichina, Martin, and Fukase (2001) ), this open import policy (Which is the byproduct of WTO accession) has not any effect on output (and so exports). This is a contradictory result, since inputs used in the production of export products, but contrary to the fact that export constitutes a big fraction of China's GDP, the import regime (open import policy) has no effect on economic performance. Combining these results, one may conclude that market access is key factor in having globalization positive effects on development (and growth) of Developing countries, but open trade policy may have not any effect on economic performance. Is there a mysterious relationship between overall trade policy direction and economic growth, or this is an asymmetric trade liberalization effect between developed and developing countries, or two different impact of WTO on these groups of countries? This paper believes in asymmetric effects of GATT and WTO membership on export and GDP (an Index of economic performance). In our view, these asymmetric effects are first of all seen for some group of developing countries, especially in Africa, and this can be traced back to weak infrastructure for technology transfer, attracting FDI, and weak institutional infrastructure, which can guide open trade policy to promote export and economic performance. It is interesting to test the political and Institutional infrastructure of negatively impacted countries from accession to GATT and WTO, and find that whether weaknesses in these two areas lead to these results or the international Institutional or political weakness deliver such a results. We have not any position regarding this question, only report results.
Some writers like Stiglitz relate this uneven effect of globalization to pressure of international institutions on some countries for undue liberalization and aggregate demand policies which expose developing countries to vulnerability from any policy changes. Others such as Ha Joon Chang (2005) , put emphasize on the unbalancing power of countries in the process of trade negotiation and especially put great importance to NAMA market access negotiations. Some argue that developing countries have not balancing power to counter the March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 560 www.hrmars.com pressure of Developed countries and reaching the desired results from negotiation. In any event, we can enter in two early conclusions regarding these issues. First, due to the lack of industrial capacity in these countries, they have not sufficient ability to exert maximum possible benefit from market access capacity of WTO. This leads us to two different strands of reasoning. First, lacking industrial capacity means losing opportunity to stronger rivals. This is in essence a result of political inability to develop better policies and opportunities. This in turn is due to corruption and opportunistic and predatory nature of governments. Second, lacking industrial capacity is a result of nonexistence of equal opportunity in the global market and favoring some especial developing countries by multinationals and channeling their investment flows and technological transfers to them.
In our view, it is the fundamental cause of mixed results of empirical literature on the trade policy and growth relationship. This pose very complex situation in the globalization process because establishing sound institutions in developing countries require a coherence in political arena but pursuing ideological or class interests is the main cause of lacking coherence and consensus in development policy. This characteristics often makes development strategies in some developing countries a tools in the hands of dominant interest groups or dictatorship governments, appropriating the benefit of import liberalization to themselves, while leaving exporters or industrial capitalists to a great deal of risk and all the difficulties of competition, which reduce the scope of economies of scale and R&D which contribute to output and export. This is in contrast to WTO membership goals as stated by Mansfield and Reinhardt (2008) who state that "Governments seek to insulate their economies from such instability in trade Institutions, particularly WTO and PTAs". They hypothesize that this institutions reduce the volatility of overseas commerce, and because market actors prefer price stability, trade institutions increase the volume of foreign commerce by reducing trade variability.
With respect to international institution Hoekman and Saggi (2004) Suggest a model which explores the incentives of a developing country to offer increased market access (by way of a tariff reduction) in exchange for a ban on foreign export cartels by its developed country trading partner. They show that such a bargain is feasible and can generate a globally welfaremaximizing outcome. Export cartels of developed countries are seen as a hindrance to a developing country export and these countries have incentive to "pay" for competition enforcement by the developed countries. They show that there exist circumstances in which tariff is more effective in sustaining cooperation than the transfer, and scope for cooperation is maximized when both instruments (tariff concessions and transfers) are used. The implication of their analysis is that developing countries have incentives to support an explicit WTO Prohibition of export cartels.
These results are of sharp contrast to Ha Joon Chang (2005) analysis which states that developing countries need tariffs. Now we can return to literature concerning import regimes of developing countries, and specifically to China's accession to WTO. Ianchovichina, Martin and Fukase(2001) argue that accession to WTO will be a turning point for china. It involves reforms across a wide range of sectors in china and the implications of these reforms are greatly influenced by the starting point-a partially reformed economy with relatively high import duties, but in which export sectors benefit from liberal duty exemption on the input used in the production of exports. They continue to say that China and its major trading partners are estimated to gain from March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 561 www.hrmars.com accession, and some competing countries to suffer small lose.
Yuefen li (2003) also points to high import contents of China's exports and the fact that foreign funded companies account for about half of China's international trade. Future growth in China's international trade will benefit to various degrees China's trading partners as well as home countries of transnational corporation. Jayanthakumaran and Lee (2007) points to the institutional changes which have impacted on China and Taiwan export and FDI, argues that significant trend breaks in the FDI and export time series detected in both countries coincided with extensive government interventions, mainly in the form of export processing Zones (EPZ), encouraging FDI during a transition period from import substitution to export orientation. Their results indicate one way causal relationship flows from exports to FDI in China and FDI to exports in Taiwan.
But beside these optimistic results regarding the effects of globalization (Trade Liberalization) on export and growth, Rodriguez and Rodrik (2000) provides an opposite view of the relationship between trade policy and economic growth, arguing that methodological problems lead to various result about this relationship. Wacziarg (2001) provide a positive empirical evidence of the relationship between trade openness and growth. Greenaway et al (2002) points to a J curve relationship between trade policy and growth, argues that at first trade openness has negative impact on growth but as time goes, increases the growth. Yanikkaya (2003) , using a panel data approach, finds that as opposed to current literature on the effects of trade openness on growth, all trade barriers indicators have positive and significant relationship with growth and Jin (2005) , using a VAR approach, test trade openness effects on growth for Japan and South Korea, and finds that shocks to trade openness have negative and significant effects on economic growth. This result holds for short run and there is not any effect for Long run.
3-The Model
As stated, various authors use different approach to test the relationship between globalization (defined here as trade openness and liberalization) and export and GDP growth. Here we use simple models for export and GDP, testing whether export could enhance GDP, and vice versa. And on the other hand, using dummy variables which control the effect of accession to GATT/ WTO, during a long period from 1965 to 2004, we test whether membership could enhance export and GDP. The Model is as follows:
expit=α0+α1gdpit+∑βjDWTOit+εit (1) gdpit=δ0+δ1expit+∑γjDWTOit+υit (2) i=1,…,N, t=1965,…,2004. Here expit is the logarithm of export flows of countries in the model, gdpit is the logarithm of GDP of these countries and DWTO stands for dummy variables for each country which is equal to zero before accession to GATT/WTO and one afterwards. These simple models ignores testing the causal relationship between export and GDP, and also ignores endogenity of these two variables in the system, wave to estimate them simultaneously and only want to concentrate on the coefficients of dummy variables which reveal the effects March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 562 www.hrmars.com of membership on GDP and export.
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Perhaps the very heavy duty of gravity equation is better than this simple approach, but it is very demanding, and we do not want to concentrate on bilateral flows of pairs of countries. Some authors, like Disdier and Fontagne (2008) , Grant and Parmeter (2008) , Filip and Van Hove (2005) , Keith and Ries (2004) Koukhartchouk and Mathilde (2003) , Inmaculada and MarquezRamos (2007) , and Disdier, Fontagne and Mimouni (2007) , have used gravity equation approach to estimate some kinds of trade liberalization, accession to WTO and regionalization effects of trade flows. Some other authors like Martin and Winter (1995) have used CGE models to assess the effects of Uruguay round negotiations on trade flows and welfare. But the approach here has simplicity and some relevance to literature on openness and growth, in which we measure the effect of openness by using dummy variables. The results are interesting which can contribute to the literature that produces no conclusive evidence of relationship between trade barriers, or openness, and growth. But we must be noticed that equations (1) and (2) . The list of countries for which we provide estimates for DWTO is appeared at annex (1). Here it is necessary to note that it is not possible to include dummy variables for all countries and therefore we confined the number of countries to 71 as appeared in annex one. This was done because including dummies for other countries lead to perfect co linearity, and therefore we have to exclude some of them
4-Results of Estimation
The results of estimating equations (1) and (2) are appeared in tables (4-1) and (4-2). Here, in the panel, we enter 136 countries as cross sections, and then enter dummy variables for 71 developed and developing countries. Also we enter a dummy variable DWTO, to measure the effect of entering into force of WTO agreements from 1995 onward for all 136 countries. DWTO is zero before 1995 and equal one from this year to 2004. We confine the number of dummy variables for 71 countries in order to escape multi co linearity problem. As stated, these dummies is equal to Zero before the country in question become a member of GATT/WTO, and equal to one after the time of membership.
For each of the equation, we use ISDV approach to estimating the coefficients, but for each equation we provide two estimates, one with period effects and the other without these. In each ease, use has been made of a simple F test to choose between these two estimations for each equation. The results of F tests show that the estimation with period effect is selected and the panel equations estimated by a two way fixed effect LCDV procedure. Let's take the export equation first. As is clear from table (4_1), GDP has a positive effect on export; each one percent increase in GDP will lead to 0.95 percent increase in export. On the other hand, from table (4-2), we can infer that each one percent increase in export will lead to 0.85 percent increase in GDP. Now, it is interesting to note that entering into force of WTO agreements, while increases March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 563 www.hrmars.com GDP (the coefficient is equal to 0.17), but reduce the export flows of the countries in the sample, the 131 countries (the coefficient is equal to-o.13). Both coefficients are statistically highly significant. Now we can check the coefficients of each country dummies for export and GDP. As is shown in tables, Albania is stand to enjoy the positive effect of membership on her GDP (0.76 for GDP equation) while the membership is negatively impacted her exports (-0.58 for exp equation). But on average, nearly all developed countries in the sample has positive coefficient for the effect of membership on their GDP (except for Austria, Belgium, Iceland, Luxembourg and Netherlands), but some of them has negative coefficient for the effect of membership on their export, like, Australia, Japan, Portugal, Spain and United States of America. Other developed countries in the sample enjoy positive effects of membership on their export. Israel have positive coefficient for GDP, but negative one for her export. In some, it is safe to say that developed countries as a whole, benefited from accession to GATT/WTO. Neither of them have simultaneously negative impact for both export and GDP. But the situation differs markedly for developing countries. For the export equation, Pakistan, Uruguay, Antigua, Colombia, Congo Democratic republic, Cyprus, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Gambia, Grenada, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Sierra Leone Uganda and Venezuela have negative coefficient for export. For the GDP, negative impact becomes wider. Singapore, Malaysia, Zambia, Tunisia, Trinidad and Tobago, Antigua, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Cameron, Belize, Costa Rica , Cote de ivre, Croatia, Czech Republic, Dominican, Ecuador, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guyana.
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Hungary, Lesotho, Malta, Moldavia, Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea, Romany, Sierra Leone, Togo, and Ukraine all have negative coefficient for their GDPs. Sierra Leone has both her coefficients negative. Others which follow her are Nicaragua, Gambia, Cameron and Antigua. The results clearly show asymmetric globalization effects on developed and developing countries and also on GDP and export. Also, these results lead to some hesitation regarding the effects of trade liberalization on export and growth in developing countries. Of the 46 developing countries for them we enter dummy variables, 31 of them have negative coefficient in the GDP equation, while for only 15 of them the coefficient of dummies in the export equation is negative. What this result purports to say is that while trade liberalization may have positive effect on export of developing countries, it has not positive effect on economic performance on average, and shed some light on the contrary results other authors entered into after empirical investigation about the relation of GDP and export, and trade policy and economic performance. But China stands to enjoy positive coefficients for both her export and GDP. Therefore we have two distinct pictures from our exercise: 1) Trade liberalization has asymmetric effects on developed and developing countries GDP and export. While nearly many developed countries enjoyed positive effects of GATT/WTO membership on GDP and export (United States of America has negative coefficient for her export, but large and positive effects for her GDP (1.933) which is even larger than the coefficient of Japan (1.68), the rapidly growing developed country which has negative coefficient for her export). 2) Trade liberalization has not equivalent effects on GDP and export (the number of negative coefficient for GDP is larger than the number of negative coefficient for export). On the contrary, effects of WTO enforcement are negative for export (but positive for GDP). Dan March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 564 www.hrmars.com Ben David (2001) says that the degree of liberalization and the extent of trade between the liberalizing countries are important factors that influence the link between liberalization and convergence. Evidence suggests that postwar trade reforms in which major trade partners substantially reduced barriers on trade with one another culminated in income convergence between the trade-liberalizing countries.
But here we see that the degree of income convergence between developed and developing countries on the one hand and between groups of developing countries on the other hand is not so great. Even there is a marked difference between developing countries and this is most acute in African countries. Oskam et al (2004) , provides evidence that "in which direction and to what extent trade policy may affect the development of LFAs (Less-Favored Areas). The literature on modern trade and growth theory spells out conditions of sustained economic growth that are, nearly by definition, opposite to the conditions that hold for LFAs. Although the institutional economics literature is very much focused at the country level, it is clear that for LFAs with inadequate institutions and infrastructure, the effects of trade-led growth is often irrelevant. Further trade liberalization will entail small or even detrimental effects for LFAs…. The prevailing problem seems to be the lacking supply response to (international) price changes. The literature contains evidence that long-term growth strategies for LFAs require the development of institutions and infrastructure".
In other words, this paper's finding is more consistent with results of Oskam et al (2004) , which both emphasizing more on infrastructure and institutional changes required to be better prepared for trade liberalization consequences for growth and export led strategy for economic development.
5-Conclusion
In this paper, in line with the current literature on trade policy and growth links, we estimate two separate equation for a panel of 136 countries among developed and developing countries and find that while GATT/WTO membership scenario of globalization have, in general, positive effects on export and GDP of developed countries, there exist not the same conclusion regarding developing countries. For the latter group of countries we find that membership in GATT/WTO, has not a clear cut positive effects on GDP and export and for a great deal of these countries the effect of membership on GDP is negative, and for 15 out of 46 developing countries, this effect is also negative for export. So the path of globalization is not so smooth for all countries, favored more the developed countries and less the developing one.
Among developing countries themselves, the effects differ, with countries having access to FDI and technology of transnational companies the impact is positive while for other countries the impact is negative. These results show that globalization has asymmetric impact on countries and pose serious problem for the even process of globalization. March 2014 , Vol. 4, No. 3 ISSN: 2222 565 www.hrmars.com
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